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10 | NTRODUCTI ON

1.1 BACKGROUND AND PURPOSEOF THE SURVEY

The Oregon Departmenf TransportatiofODOT) collectsdata from Oregon residents through
the Transportation Needs and Issues Sutoey

9 assess perceptions about the transportation system;
1 determine how the system is used; and
1 identify transportatiomelated concerns.

The survewas first conducted iRY 1993 and has been done roughly every two years. For each
iteration, ODOT has contracted with a survey research centeY. 1993, 1994, and 1995

ODOT worked with the Gallup Organizatiom FY 1998, 2001, 2003, and 2005 ODOT
contracted with the Oregon Survey Research Laboratahgainiversity of Oregonand the

most recent surveysr every other fiscal year fro@007to 21, ODOT worked withthe

Oregon State University Survey Research Gente

All of the surveys conducted through 2009 used a random digit dialing telepinvesy method

to achieve aampleof approximately 1000 Oregonresidentsin 2007 and 2009, with the

growing popularity of calleidentificationand the increase in cell phe-only households,
supplemental mail and web versions of the survey were also distributed. Analysis of the survey
results from 2009 showed a potential bias intéhkephone datand it was determined that the
phone survey mode should be discontinuearéfore sinceFY 2011, only web and mail survey
modes weraent to over 5,000 households.

1.2 METHODOLOGY

The FY 2@1 needs and issuedrseyconsisted 089 questionsyhichrepresergd 65 variables
(Appendix B) Questios were selected kyprojectsteering ommittee, which was comprised of
representativeBom each ODOT DivisionThe majority of questions have appeared on past
needs andssuesurveys, someating as far back as 1996

TheFY 2021 survey was conducted Iloyail andweh Only adults (ag 18 and over) were
eligible to take the survey.he survey consisted of a stratified random sample, targeting a
proportionate number of respees per ODOT RegiotE(ror! Reference source not found). T
he sarple size was selected order to obtain 356ompleted surveyger regionwhich is similar
to past surveyd~or the web modamailedlettersintroduced the survey ambntaineda pesonal
access code andstructionsfor logging onto thesurvey website



Figure 1.1: ODOT Regions

A total of 1808 surveys were complete890via theWeb, and1,218 by papermail in.
Householdsn the mailgroup were contactaasing the United States Post Office (USPS) and
received paper questionnaire copies only, whereasholgs in the mail/web group were also
recruited using the USPS, but were asked in the first and second postcards to complete the
gusstionnaire online. The third and fdh contacts with this group contained paper
guestionnaires just like the mail groupata from each survey modmail andweb)were
compiled and given a unique identification code. All data were then comisieadedand
weighted.The aljusted response rate wak 26, a3.2 percentage poinhcrease fronthe FY

2019 survey Region2 had the beasadjusted response rate @.2%.

1.2.1 Weighting

The sampling design was a stratified random sample. Therefore, the statewgbted

analyss for these data incorporatampling weights to reflect the variable selection probabilities
within each region. In addition to the sampling weight, a weightas included to account for
household nonresponse which varied slightly lggae. Finally, a posstratification adjustment

was done to account for the imbalance due to differential nonresponse across demographic
variables. The demographic variables obtained from the completed sample were compared to the
latest available datadm the 208 American Community Survey populatioalues for Oregon.

As in thepast three surveysge and education for the sample data appeared to be more out of
line than other demographic variables with respegiojouation valuegcomparisons were rde
using chisquare tests). In addition, the responses to questions from the questionnaire showed
differences across age and education levels. Therefore, these two variablesedeto adjust

the sample posdtratification



1.3 ORGANIZATION OF THE RESULTS

Thesurvey results arerganized intdwo sectionsSection2.0 summarizes findings from the FY

2021 survey andSection3.0 presentdrend analyssof select questionthat have also been

includedin preceding yearsSection 4.GQgivesasummarg f r es ponde Agpasndix ¢ 0 mme n
A shows respondent demographics that did not appear elsewhere in the report. Appendix B is the
survey instrument that was sent out.






20 SURVHEY NDI NGS

This section of the repopiresents noteworthyeaults from the FY2021 Oregon Transportation

Needs and Issues Survey. Results are orgaazearding taopic, such asatisfaction with

ODOT servicestransportation modespendingandfunding Some of he demographics of the
respondents can be found(fppendix A).Except where notedhose respondents who
responded fino answero were dropped from the
are based on the respondents who had an opinion on the qaestieelected an answer

including the respane o f d.dnedd roukdmg, mot all percentages will sum to 100%.

2.1 FUNDING
2.1.1 Fuel Taxes

The Oregon DOT uses several revenue sources to fund the transportation system, with the
gasoline tax being one of the predominant funding sources. The moneyetbtlectugh state
gasoline taxes and motor vehicle registration fees goes to build and maintain highways, streets,
roads, bridges, and roadside rest areas. Respondents were asked if they felt they were getting a
good value for their money from the gasoliag. They were also asked if the funds collected

were adequatefo Or egondés t r @gweRdrt ati on needs

Is the gas tax a good value, and 1s it adequate?

Are gas tax funds
adequate for
Oregon's 29.1 252 457
transportation
network?

Yes
No
Don't Know

Do you get good
value for your money- 188 410 40.1
from the gas tax?

100% 80% 60% 40% 20% 0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Figure 2.1: Value andadequacyof the gas tax
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Of the respondents who answered the quesfig¥, thought the gas tax was a good value. When
asked if respondents felt the gas tax was adequate for qpwerimsportation costs, aroud@
thought that it was an29% were unsure. The uncertainty around this question is among the
highest of any question the surveyCompared to the last survey conducted, there vearea
percentage poinhcreasdor boththe perception of value of the gas tax and a 6.7 percentage
point increase in respondents who felt the tax was adequate

2.1.2 Toll Roads

Respondentsweresab asked, Al f more funds had to be ra
the state, which method do you feel would be most fair: increasing the gasoline tax to pay for the
facilities; OR charging users of certain facilities a toll that would fund ¢lse@f building and

maintaining the facilities; OR increasing vehicle registration; f@&s charging users a

mileage/distance fée Figure 22). Respondenttelt increasing the gas tax whsrer than the

other optionsthis question also had a large peregeof respondents’ ho di dndét have a
opinion.

Which method 1s most fair to raise more funds for ODOT?
Don't know- 21.0%
Charge a mileage fee- 15.0%
Increase registration fees- 11.7%
Charge a toll- 19.0%
Increase gas tax- 33.3%
0% 10% 20% 30%
Percent

Figure 2.2: Which funding is most fair?

Respondents were also asked if they would favor or oppose tolls in their area to reduce
congestion. Broken olty metro and ruradreasshows that Portland residents are favor tolls the
most, with the Rogue Valley MPO favoring them the lessseen in Figure 2



Would you favor or oppose tolls in your area?
Portland- 2.8 56.8
Eugene- 3.1 63.5
Salem- 65 62.3
B Strongly favor
Somewhat favor
Bend- 24 68.2 Somewhat oppose
Strongly oppose
Don't Know
Rural- 41 69.5
Other Urban- 63 69.9
Rogue Valley MPO- 75 71.0
100% 80% 60% 40% 20% 0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Figure 2.3: Support for tolls by area

Oregoniansvere also asked if they would change their travel behavior if tolls were required or if
public transit improved in your area dibike lanes and sidewalks improve&ks seen in Figure

2.4, respondents were most likely to charlgeir travelbehavior if tols became required, and

least likely to change behavior if bike lanes were improved.



Would you change your travel behavior if...

New tolls became
required on roads- 18.1 249 57.0
and bridges you use

Public
transportation or M Definitely change
transit options- 15.7 405 438 Possibly change
. . Would not change
added/improved in Don't Know
your areca

Bike lanes or
sidewalks
added/improved in
your area

15.4 471 37.5

100% 80% 60% 40% 20% 0% 20% 40% G60% 80% 100%

Figure 2.4: Travel behavior change

2.2 SPENDING

In addition totransportatiorfunding questions, the survey asked a series of questions to gauge

public opinion ortransportatiorspending. The survey provided a list of several expenditure

categories (e.g. reducing congestion, increasing bus services between cities, and pratecting fi

and wildlife habitat), and respondents were asked to rate the importance of spending for each
categoryasiver y i mpornmeavrhta,t o a rmpforrotta nat Olelebultsiammp or t ant
shown inFigure 25.



How important is it to fund...
X - o4 1.1 985
roads/bridges
safety features
congestion
the environment
Seismic improvements . e _ -
of bridges
| , : 45 57 89.9
seniors/disabled
M Very important
Protect 5 75 _ 80,3 Somewhat important
fish/wildlife ) ' ’ Not at all important
Don't Know
Expand roads/bridges 3.1 108 _ Beal
Local public trans. i s _ o
within cities
gas emissions
Buses between cities- 6.3 16.8 - 769
Add sidewalk/bike a1 . - i
lanes
Amtrak Cascade
service between- 10.3 18.2 - 715
cities
100% 80%  60%  40%  20% 0%  20%  40%  60%  80%  100%

Figure 2.5: Importance of where ODOT funds are spent

The highest proportions of satisfaction from respondents were found in the following areas of
spending:

1 The highest percent of very important responses was with spending funds on
maintaining curret highways, roads, and bridgegl¥8), followed by conserving and
protectingthe environmen(62%). Protecting fish and wildlife habitatas considered
very important by 60% anekducing greenhouse gas emissjargl seismic
improvements on bridges eachdia®o of the respondents rate them very important.

1 The highest percent of important overall (percent very and somewhat important)
responses was with spending funds on maintaining current highways, roads, and
bridges (9%), improve roadway safety featur¥%), andreduce traffic congestion
(93%).



1 The highest percent of not at all important responses was with futcdaaigl
sidewalks and bike lanes to existing stree@4f, and Amtrak rail service between
cities (L8%).

2.3 SATISFACTION WITH ODOT SERVICES

Suwey questions regarding satisfaction with agency serweses organizeds follows:fivery
satisfiedo fisomewhasatisfiedo finot very satisfiegh andfinot at all satisfied The very or
somewhat satiged ratings will be combined to indicateverall satifaction

Respondents wegromptedto indicate their level of satisfactionth selectODOT services
Results fromhesequestions are highlighted belpand comparisoresults are shown iRigure
2.6.

Within the satisfaction categorigbge following arenotable:

1 Bridge conditios (smoothness, quietness, durabjlaynd appearancejere found
more satisfactorpy 75% of respondents a two percentage poinhcreaserom
2018, while 69% - an eightpercentage poinhcreasdrom 2018, were satisfied with
pavement conditions.

1 People were most satisfied with th&fety of Oregon highwaysuch as guardrails,
hazard signs, lighting, lane widtivarning signs, pavement stripessioulder width,
and fog lines)which earned aii8% satisfactdon ratingi a similar percentagieom
the last surveyand leasskatisfieda b out ODOT amprove thd avarall s t o
transportation system, including railroads, buses, and tramsidh earned &2%
satisfactiorrating also similar to the previous sy

T Respondents were the most dissatisfied wi
highways, roads and bridgestomset at e r e s i d e36% wnsatislackoeyd s  wi t
ratingT1 this is afour percentage poirdecrease in dissatisfactidrom the 208
survey
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Level of Satisfaction with Various ODOT Services

Safety Features on
Highways

20 202 778

Bridge Conditions on
Highways

4.1 211 74.9

Maint. of Highways,

Bridges, and Roads 72.8

16 2586

B Very Satisfied

[ Somewhat Satisfied
Not Very Satisfied
Not At All Safisfied

Don't Know

111

Pavement Conditions

; 0.4 31.1
on Highways

ODOT's
Infrastructure
Expansion and
Improvement

54.4

8.1 375

Efforts to Improve
Transportation (RRs, 128 35.0
buses, etc)

o1
S
L

100% 80% 60% 40% 20% 0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Figure 2.6: Level of satisfaction with ODOT services

2.4 PUBLIC TRANSPORTATIO N

A series of questionsasasked regarding the use and satisfaction with select public
transportation services. Respondemése first asked if thelladused van pool/rideshare,
community bus, and/or services for seniors malviduals with disabilitiesluring the month
prior to the surveyOnly those who had used one or more ofsrrices were asked about their
level of satisfactionand perception of safet@®f people who had used transportation services

1 1.8% of Oregonians used a community transportation service for senior or individuals
with a disability in the last month a®6.3% were somewhat or very satisfied with
theservice.

1 10% of Oregonians used a local community bushalast month, ands86 were
somewhat or very satisfied with the servéorel 86% felt very or somewhat safe while
doing so

11



1 People were also asked if safety concerns affect their interest in pabBportation
or transit. 35% stated that it did not affect their interest. Women were more likely to
state safety affectdtheir interest with 21% saying it did, versus 14% of men.

1 Next, people were askéuww frequently the bike or walked in their comntyrand
how safe they felt doing s45% of respondents frequently rode a bike in their
community and 81% felt very or somewhat safe doing so as seen in Tabéewl2

2.2.
Table 2.1: Frequency of Bike Ridingin Community
Yes, | ride a bike | ride some butnot |No, Il donot Doné
frequently much all know
14.6 26.9 58 0.6

Perception of safety for respondents stated they do ride a bike in their community.

Table 2.2: Perception of Safety While Riding a Bike

Very safe Somewhat safe Not very safe Not at all safe
29 51.9 16.1 3

The survey then asked if the respondent walked in their community. 56% stated they frequently
walked in thecommunity and 90% felt very or somewhat safe doing so as seen in T&otewl2
2.4.

Table 2.3: Frequency ofWalking in the Community

Yes, | walk frequently | | walk some but not much| N o , | dondo|/Donbt Kk
55.5 31.6 12.4 0.5

Perception of safety for respondents who state they walked in their community

Table 2.4: Perception of Safety While Walking

Very safe Somewhat safe Not very safe Not at all safe
51.6 38.2 9.2 1

2.5 HIGHWAY

One of theOregon Department of Transportatd s r e s p o n s i band naintainthes i s t o
state highwwg system which includes freeways, major roads, and bridg&ke survey examined
residentsd overall s admpaset @ ten yeassmmgow i t h t hese el

12



2.5.1 Highway and Bridge Conditions Compared to Ten Years Ago

Comparing the overal |l ¢ ondndtbiidges toheifconOitioetgro n 0 s r
years ago(Figure 27):

1 38% thought they weraboutthe same.
1 21% thought they were better

1 24% thought they were worsdownfrom 32% in the last survey

Condition of Oregon's Roads and Bridges Compared to Ten Years Ago

Don't know UEze:

Worse than 10 years ago- 24.2%

About the same as 10 years ago- 38.2%

Better than 10 years ago- 21.0%

0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0)
Percent

Figure 2.7: Condition of ODOT's roads and bridgescompared to ten years ago

A question asketbr the first time two years agsas whershouldODOT use salt on state
highways to reduce travetlated impacts of icand snow. As shown in Figure82 20% of
Oregonians felt ODOT should always use salt, whiiéh said it should never be used.

13



When should ODOT use salt on state highways to reduce impacts?
Don't know- 9.0%
Always use salt- 20.1%
Use salt in limitied circumstances- 56.3%
Never use salt- 14.6%
0% 20% 40%
Percent

Figure 2.8: When should ODOT use salto address icy/snowy condition®

Figure 29 shows that Region (Portland areajs most n favor of always using salt27%, while
only 14% ofRegion3 (South Wester®regon)respondents are in favor of always using salt,
Region4 (Central Oregonhas the highest percentagfating to never use salt at%a2
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When should ODOT use salt?

Region 5 49 13.2 . 81.9
Region 1- 8.8 127 . 78.5
M Always use salt
. Salt in limited
Regmn 2- 9.5 15.4 75.1 circumstances
Never use salt
Don't Know
Region 3- 118 143 . 741
Region 4 6.4 22.3 . 71.2

100% 80% 60% 40% 20% 0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Figure 2.9: Use of salt by Regin for icy/snowy conditions

A new question this year asked Oregonians if changes in our climate are affecting transportation
in Oregon. 54% of the respondents strongly or somewhat agreed that it was, wistr@0gky
disagreeindFigure 210).
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Do changes in climate affect Oregon's transportation?

Don't Know- 13.3%

Strongly Disagree- 19.9%

Somewhat Disagree- 13.2%

Somewhat Agree- 31.8%

Strongly Agree- 21.8%

0% 10% 20% 30%
Percent

Figure 2.10: Are changes in climate affecting Oregon's transportation?

Oregonians were also asked if ODOT was doing enough to adapt to the transportation challenges
posed by climate change. 32% strongly or somewagete ODOT was, while 28% somewhat or
strongly disagreed they were doing enough, an
affecting transportation as shown in Fig@rgl below.20% felt climate change ot affecting
transportation in Oregosjmilar to those who strongly disagreed in the previous question.
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Is ODOT 1s doing enough to adapt to transportation challenges due climate changes?

I don't believe climate change 19.5%
1s affecting transportation in Oregon
Don't Know- 20.4%
Strongly Disagree- 10.8%

] 0,
Somewhat Disagree- 17.6%

Somewhat Agree- 27.7%

Strongly Agree- 4.2%

0% 10% 20%
Percent

Figure 2.11: Is ODOT adapting to transportation challenges due to climate change?

2.5.2 Traffic Congestion

Respondents were asked to ratesdgousness of traffic congem in their community. For the
state as a whale

1 15% did not thinkthatit wasa problemat all a four percentage point increase from
2018

1 33%thought it was a minor probleralso a four percentage point increase from the
last survey

1 30% saw it & a somewhat serious issaefive percentage point decrease from 2018

1 20% thought that their local traffic congestion was a very serious prohbldéour
percentage point decrease from the last survey

These results varietthe most between PortlaiBendand other areas of theast(Figure 212).
Percent oPortland metro residents who felt traffiorgestion was very seriowss30%, Bend
residents responded similarly
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How serious 1s traffic congestion i your area?

Portland- 15 34.2 64.3
Bend- 36.0 64.0
Salem 43.4 56.6

B Very serious
[ Somewhat serious
Eugene' 2.1 46.4 A minor problem
No problem at all

Don't Know

Rogue Valley MPO- 63.4

Other Urban- |14 833

Rural- 05730

100% 80% 60% 40% 20% 0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Figure 2.12: Seriousness of traffic congestioby area

Next, respondents were asked to choose between the impodiaegeanding the highway
systento reduce traffic congestion preserving and maintaining the highways Oregon already
has.Slightly less than haléf Oregoniang49%) feelthat the preservation and maintenance of
existing roadis a higher prioritythanexpanding the highway system to reduce congestion

Portland metro mdents were more in fav@§48%) of expanding highway® reduce congestion
than other areashis is a two percentage point increase over the last siRoegye Valley
residents wee least in favor of expansiqf9%). Similar to the question on traffic congestion,
the results variedoticeablybetween those living in the largenetroarea andthose elsewhere
in the statgFigure 214).
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[s it more important to expand highway system or
preserve and maintain?
Portland- 95 428 47.7
Salem- 132 395 47.4
Bend- 130 43.9 43.1
Expand highways
Eugene' 1.5 55.2 33.3 Preserve and maintain
Don't Know
Other Urban- 14.4 54.1 315
Rural- 92 65.1 257
Rogue Valley MPO- 77 69.2 23.1
100% 80% 60% 40% 20% 0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Figure 2.14: Preferences for expanding or preserving the highways by area

Table 26 shows that of Oregonians who felt traffic congestions was very serious in their area
32%, felt it was more important to expand highways, vers2# Wwho felt it more important to
preserve and maintai@onversely, those who felt traffic congestion was a minor issue felt
preserving was more important that expanding, 41% to 24%.

How serious is trific congestion in your area?

Table 2.5: Cross Table of Expand vs. Preserve and Seriousness of Traffic Congestion

Very Somewhat A minor No problem at
serious serious problem all
Expand highways | 31.8 35.5 24.3 8.4
Preserve 11.8 27.1 40.9 20.1
highways
2.6 RAIL

A total of 16% of respondents nancreasef 2 percentage points from the last survegorted
that theyhadused Amtrak passengeail services in théast twoyears.Of those who had used
Amtrak Cascades train service9% stated their ridership increased or stayed the same.

Respondents who stated they hadnét used Amtr a
Eugene), were given a list of reasafiwhy they would notise it Figure 213 shows mot
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people did not utiie the service due to nioting near the servic@41%). The least important
reason was thatrrival and departure timel® not fit their need§11%).Don 6t know r espo
were excluded from this figure for clarity.

Since you have not used Amtrak Cascades, please
mdicate whether or not each of the following is a
reason why.
.
I don't live near o0 e
the service
. [ am not familiar me me
with Amtrak Cascades
Location of the
station is- 602 247
inconvenient
Service is not - - A reason
frequent enough Not a reason
Cost is too much- 69.8 13.7

‘ ‘Trlp time 18 -~ M
inconsistent or late
Arrival and

departure times do- 728 114
not fit needs

100% 80% 60% 40% 20% 0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Figure 2.13: Reasons for not using Mtrak Cascades in the last two/ears

2.7 DRIVER AND MOTOR VEHICLE (DMV) SERVICES

A series of questimwasaskedaboutwhether respondentgho usedMV online services
recently as well apotential future service$1% of Oregonians had used DMV online services
in the last twelve months. Of those that did, 36% felt there should be more services available
online.68% also felt they would use DMV sedérvice kiosks, if they were available, t

purchase DMV products such as registration tags.

2.8 TRAVEL CHOICES AND B EHAVIOR

2.8.1 Travel Behavior
Nearly all respondents reported that they were licensed d(R&¥s).
2.8.2 Commuting Behavior

Of respondents who had an opinioB%6said they commuted to work school

20



The average Oregonian traveledrtilesto get to work or school ongayand it took them 2
minutes, Figure 24 and 215 shows the distribution of the number oflesiand minuteso
commuterespectively The dashed red lisa@re the median numbef milesto commutg8
miles)and melian minutes to commute (20 minutet)is is unchanged from the previous
survey

Commuting timedetween urban and rural were not very different, with rural commutes about
one minute longelCommuting miles were alsangilar with the rural residents having a
commute of about a half mile more.

Miles to commute to work/school (one way)
0.06-
£0.04-
0.02-
0.00-
0 25 50 75
Miles

Figure 2.14: Commute miles distribution
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Minutes spent commuting to work/school (one way)
0.04- :
0.03- i
70.02- |
= :
0.01- i
0.00- :
0 25 50 75 100 125
Minutes

Figure 2.15. Commute minutes distribution

Mode choice and travel behavior was evaluated for coimmtd work or school. The most

common mode choicer commutingfrequently or occasionallp work or schoolwas alone in

an automobile (92%), the next most common mode was carpookigatfollowed by bicycle

at 29%. The least used mode was motorcycle or scooter with 95% of respondents indicating they
never use them to commutérigure 216).
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Alone in automobile-

Carpool n

. 58.9
automobile

Bicycle 70.7

Walk:

726

Public bus- 798

Taxi or Uber: 818

Light rail or train- 865

Motorcycle or
scooter

94.6

Frequency commuters use each of the following to

get to work or school

|5.4

100% 80% 60% 40% 20% 0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

M Frequently use

Occasionally use
Do not use

Figure 2.16: Commuter (work or school) modechoice

Respondents were asked whether or not they would change how or when they travel to work or

schoo) based on changes to the transportation syseggure 217). The majority of people

(57%) said they definitely or possibly would chandpeir behaviorif new tolls became required
for roadways or bridges they currently ptd@s is anine percentage poirdecrease from the last

survey

About 44% of peopleresponded that theyould ormight change if public transit optiorstich as
rail or buslineswereadded or improved in their areafive percenage pointdecrease from the

last surveyWhen asked if theynight changetheir commuting habitg biking or walking

facilities (bikelanes, sidewalks) were added or improved in their, @®4 of respondentsaid

theywould not a four percerige pointdecreasérom the previous survey
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Would you change your travel behavior if...

New tolls became
required on roads- 18.1 249 57.0
and bridges you use

Public
transportation or I Definitely change
transit options- 167 405 43.8 Possibly change
. . Would not change
added/improved in Don't Know
your arca

Bike lanes or
sidewalks
added/improved in
your area

15.4 471 37.5

100% 80% 60% 40% 20% 0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Figure 2.17: Commuting behavior change factors

2.9 OVERALL AGENCY PERFO RMANCE

Respondents were askedtor@® OT 6 s o0 v er a lekellgne goddofair noa poat ee:
majority of Oregonians thougttiat ODOT was doing a goant excellentob (48%) (Figure

2.18), a six percentage point drop from two years, agual twelve percentage points down from
four yeas ago Those respondents no longer rating ODOT performance as good or excellent,
now rateit asfair.
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Overall, how good a job is ODOT doing?
40.0% s
37.7%
30.0%
g
L
220.0%-
o
A
11.4%
10.0%-
7.2%
3.2%
0.0%-
Excellent Good Fair Poor Don't Know

Figure 2.18: Rating of ODOT's overall performance

Figure 219 shows how each region feels about the overall job ODOT is doing. Regave
ODOT the highest mark&9%), while Region Jyave the lowest opinion witl2%), this is a2
percentage point drap approvalfrom the previous survefpr that regionRegion 3saw a
thirteen percentage point drop in approval since the last sufigeye 220 shows the approval
rating by area, and sheWwortland has the lowest opinion on ODOT job performance.
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Overall, how good a job 1s ODOT doing?

Region 5- I3.4 376 _ 59.0
Region 3- I3.5 38.0 - 58.5
Region 4- 04 474 - 52.2
Region 2 |2-4 482 - 49.4
Region 1- I4.3 54.1 -41.6
100% 80% 60% 40% 20% 0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

B Excellent
I Good

Fair

Poor
| Don't Know

Figure 2.19: Attitu de towards ODOT's overall performance by region

Rogue Valley MPO

Bend-

Rural

Eugene-

Other Urban

Salem-

Portland-

Overall, how good a job 1s ODOT doing?

21 287 69.2

1.6 36.5 61.9

1.7 37.5 60.8
I4.1 371 58.8
I3.5 39.0

441

55.2

I3.7

100% 80% 60% 40% 20%

0%

20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

B Excellent
I Good

Fair

Poor
| Don't Know

Figure 2.20: ODOT approval by geographicarea
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30 OPI NI ON TRERMDBY® 2006

The following sectiore x a mi ne s h o wpin@nsefghe transportatien systé@mve
varied of over time. Althoughome surveyuestions date back to earlier iteratiothe trend
andysis uses FY 2007 data forwawb these surveys ilucdedcomparablenail and web modes
In FY 2007 and FY 2009he suvey was also conducted by phobat the phonealata were not
used in this analysiss the phone survey mode was discontirafesr FY 2009

The data presented below is weightedper cent ages may di ffer from
a n s w eincladed irsthe analysis, whereas in previous graphs it was excluded. This was done

to provide consistency across the biennial surv@yaphs shown hemgere selected since they

showed sigriicant changes between years

3.1 SATISFACTION WITH OD OT SERVICES AND ACTIVITIES

The Transportation Needs and Issues Survey consistentiy dsige number of questions about

the level of satisfaction with a variety of ODOT servidegure3.1 shows the percentage of

respondents who indicate t hey wer e fAvery s at iwghfthepadticularor @ s o
activity in each year.

Satisfaction wit hd@2e0TadEmewhatlownware tremchoves timkat
did recover a bit this yedFigure31 ) , sati sfaction with ODOTO6s ex
efforts had been risingntil the 2012 survey, bibhen dropped off until this yedFigure 32).
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Satisfaction with maintenance of Oregon's highway, roads, and bridges.
Percent very or somewhat satisfied.
90-
80
go- 19
75
I= 74 74
o 72
) 70
@ 70-
66
60-
2006 2008 2010 2012 2014 2016 2018 2020
Year
Figure 3.1: Opinion of ODOT maintenance(2006i 2020)
Satisfaction with ODOT s expansion and improvement of
highways, roads, and bridges to meet state residents’ needs.)
Percent very or somewhat satisfied.
70- 68
62
= 59 !
260
) 57
S 57
Q 54
50
50-
40-
2006 2008 2010 2012 2014 2016 2018 2020
Year

Figure 3.2 - Satisfaction with ODOT's expansionand improvement of roads 2006- 2020)
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3.2 FUNDING

Figure 33 shows espondents who said they get good value frong#setax has declined every
year but the 2016 survey. It started out at 59% in 2006 and has now dechedit@ 06 in the
most recent surveyhat percentage is similar to the last survey

Do you feel that you get good value for your money from gas taxes and vehicle
registration fees?

Percent who feel they get good value

70-

60-

30-

2006 2008 2010 2012 2014 2016 2018 2020
Year

Figure 3.3: Opinion of gas taxes and feevalue over time (2006 2020)

In general, Oregonians have felt it is more and more important to fund protecting fish and

wildlife habitat as seen by the general uptrend of those who feel it is very or somewhat important
in Figure 34
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Percent very or somewhat important.

100-

90-

Percent

80-

70-

2006

2008

2010 2012

Year

2014

How important is it to fund protecting fish and wildlife habitat?

2016

2018 2020

Figure 3.4: Opinion of funding protection of fish and wildlife habitat over time (20061

2020)

When asked if funding he mai nt enance

of

Or egowavery hi ghways

important, respodents reacted to the 2008 recession by saying it was less important, but in the
times since then it haggerally trended upwairid importance and is now al®%, (Figure 3b).

How important is it to fund
maintaining the highways, roads, and bridges Oregon has now?
Percent very important.
90-
81 81
80" 78 78 9
[
(]
=
[i7} 74 75
o 73
70-
2006 2008 2010 2012 2014 2016 2018 2020
Year

Figure 3.5: Importance of ODOT funding expansion trend (2006 2020)
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3.3 OVERALL AGENCY PERFO RMANCE

Each Transportation Needs and IssBes vey has asked, AnOverall, h o
the Oregon Department of Transportation is ddirgxcellent, good, fair, or po@s Oregonians

who felt ODOT was doing a figoodo or fdAexcellen
| ast two surveys have shown a steepefgudecl ine

3.6)

Overall, how good a job do you think the ODOT is doing?

Percent good or excellent

70-

40-

2006 2008 2010 2012 2014 2016 2018 2020
Year

Figure 3.6: Rating of ODOT's overall performance trend (2006- 2020)

3.4 CONGESTION TRENDS

After declining for several years, the percentage of respondents who felt traffic congestion in
their community was very or somewhat seridesreased from 2006 to 201Benincreasedor

the threestraight yeas, but dropped eight percentage points in 2828een ifrigure 37. At the
time the survey was conducted, Oregon was in various states of being shut down due to the
COVID-19 pandemic Traffic volumes were dowh0% - 20% on average statewidering this

time. This could be part of the reason respondpetseivedraffic congestion was not as much
of a problem as it had been.
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How serious of a problem is traffic congestion in your community?
Percent who feel it is very or serious.
70-
60- 58
53
50
£50 =
(O]
e
g 42
40-
36 35
30-
2006 2008 2010 2012 2014 2016 2018 2020
Year

Figure 3.7: How serious is traffic congestiortrend (2006- 2020)

Oregonians were asked if they felt it was more important to expand the highway system to
reduce congestion, or preserve and maintain the highways Oregon already has..FghoeS
thatsince 2012 rad up until this yearQregon residenttelt it is of increasing importance to
expand the highwagystem but possibly again due to reduced traffic volume due to the
pandemic feel it has less importance this year than in previous féguee 39 shows a
correspondinglight increasen the percent of respondents who feel it is more important to
preserve the highways we already haMger being almost evenly split on this opinion in 2018
Oregoniansiow feel more inclined to preserve what we hesesus expand
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Do you think it is more important for ODOT to expand the highway system to
reduce traffic congestion or preserve and maintain?
Percent who feel it is more important to expand Oregon's highways
50-
44 45
40
_ 40 = 38
c
Q
2
o}
a
30- 8 28
26
20-
2006 2008 2010 2012 2014 2016 2018 2020
Year
Figure 3.8: Importance of expandinghighwaystrend (2006- 2020)
Do you think it is more important for ODOT to preserve and
maintain the highways Oregon already has or expand the system?
Percent who feel it is more important to maintain Oregon's existing highways
70-
64
62
60
60-
c
S 53
E o1
] 49
20 47
45
40-
2006 2008 2010 2012 2014 2016 2018 2020

Year

Figure 3.9: Importance of preservingwhat we have trend 2006- 2020)
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3.5 ALTER NATIVE TRANSPORTATIO N

This section looks at significant trends seenammunitybus service satisfactiaand use.
Figure 310 shows that after yeard levellocal community busise, there was a dropghyear,
possibly due the GQVID-19 restrictionsmposed during the time this survey was taken

Have you personally used a local community bus service in the last month?
Percent who have used community bus in last month

20-
17 17
17
15 16 16

Percent

0_

2006 2008 2010 2012 2014 2016 2018 2020
Year

Figure 3.10: Percent usingpublic transportation in the last monthtrends (206 T 2020)

After a large drop in satisfaction in the 2008 survey, satisfactidntiv local community bus
service has seen a slow but increasing trend and now currently stabés(&igure 311).
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Percent

70-

60-

100-

90-

80-

How satisfied, if at all, with the public transportation/transit service you
used?

Percent very or somewhat satisfied.

87 i
85 86

84
81

2006 2008 2010 2012 2014 2016 2018
Year

85

2020

Figure 3.11: Satisfaction with local bus service trend (2006 2020)
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40 RESPONDBOODOEME NST

Respondent s comments were generally positive
job, especiallyfor keeping highways open during inclement weather. Negative comments

focused on congestion in Portlastiidded tires, the incase in ruralspeed limitsand narrowing

roadways for bike lane®espondents also had several comments about where money should be
spent and generally felt more money should be spent on roads for cars and trucks as well as

public transportation.

Belowisa small sample of respondentds comments.
1 Portland traffic is abysmal. What can be done to ease congestion there?
1 Would be nice to have more buses in Portland and surrounding communities.

1 Portland neeslto stop ® many people moving to heuatil our road system can catch
up.

1 Thank you for all the work you do, especially keeping the bike lanes clean.
1 Would like to see increased Amtraktions, whichis a great way to travel.

T Stop wasting money by sendi nuwantt surveys
anyway.

1 I see alot of roadway being converted to bike useyduhardly ever see bikes using
it. We need more sidewalks so people can walk safely, not bike lanes.

1 We need a new bridge across the Colunalnid another bridge in Salem

=

Need to lo& at other funding sources rather than gas taxes and fees phutarst
tolling. Tolling will just increase congestion on side streets.

Ban studded tires.
Build more bike lanes and add buses.

The positive side of this pandemic is the reduced congestidartland.

== = =4 =

So many potholes, please fix them.
I ODOT needs to be more cost effective and efficient
4.1 CONCLUSION
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The Transportation Needs and Iss8asveyis conductedo assess the opinions of Oregonians
regardingthe staté¢ransportation system. Tiey 2021 survey was thé&5th iteration ofsurvey in
this seriesThe survey was sent out after Oregon began restricting activities dueGO®-

19 pandemic. Since traffic volumes were down 10% to 20% during this time, it may have
changed how people respondedhis survey, especially in the areas of congestion and public
transportation use.

The FY 2021 surveyresults wee fairly consistent witlpast needs andsuesurveys and

reflected mixed opiniondJnlike recent surveys, where respondents were mory tige

prioritize expansiomf the highway system to reduce congestibere seems to be more interest
in maintainingthe highway systemwe currently haveThe Portland and Salem metro areas
continue to favor expanding over maintain however.

FewerOregonians felt ODOT was doing an excellent or gobaverall,asthatrating has
continued talecline.More felt ODOT was doing a fair job than in recent years, the number who
stated the performance was poor is unchanigegeneral, there is a percegptithat road and

bridge conditions as well as congestwere improvingThenumber of respondents who feel

they get good value from the gas tard license/registration fees they pagnained flat at forty
percent There is quite a bit of uncertainty albethether current funding is adeqedo maintain

the roadsand whether tolls would be a fair way to fund the syst®espondents in the Portland
metro area were much more likely to support tolls than other areas of the state.

A large majority of commutesinety-two percent, are done alone in an automobitety-four
percent stated they would use public transportation more if the system was imgmdwvigdty
eight percent said they would bike more if the lanes were added or improved in their area

The 2021 Transportation Needs and Issues Survey was scientifically conducted to gauge the
opinions of adult Oregonians on many aspects of the transportation system managed by ODOT.
As such, the results of this survey can be said to have a reasonable prababithgy are
representative of the views of Oregonians. Itwge#l-knownfact in survey research, however,
that how a question is posed, as well as what questions are asked, can make a difference in
peopl eds Thuxitdsmdvisable that the reader consider the results of this survey in
concert with other information on peopl ebd
word on how people view the transportatio

Vi

S
n sy
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APPENDIX A: RESPONDENT DEMOGRAPHICS






Gender

Female
Male

Age
n
n

20 0 20

Count

FigureA. 1. Respondent sd age distribution by

FigureA.1 shows the respondents age distribution broken out by gender. Overall, people who
filled out the survey argenerally older than average, with the median female age being 62 and
males being 4.

FigureA.2 below shows a distribution of the number of years the survey respondents have been
resident in OregonThe median resident time wag y¥ears as shown by thestaed red line.
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Years resident in Oregon

0.010- 5
2 |
0.005- i
0.000- i
0 25 | 50 75
Years

Figure A.2: Distribution graph of years resident in Oregon

Respondents were also asked if the place they live in is urban rural orfotitide. over two-
thirds ofOregonians reported that they lived in an urban or suburbamsus@wn in Tablé.1.

Table A.1- PercentUrban, Rural or Other

Urban or Suburban Rural Other Donot k
67.2 29.3 15 2

The Americans with Disability Act defines a person with a disability as somebody who has a
physical or mental impairmentatsubstantially limits one anore major life activities
Respondents wemeskedwhether basedn this definitionare you a person with a disability?
TableA.2 shows that 11% answered yes, they are disabled.

Table A.27 PercentRespondents who aralisabled

Yes No Donot k
10.7 87.1 2.2
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What is the highest level of education you completed?

PHD or Professional Deg. - FA%

MS, MA Degree- F 5%

BS. BA Degree- 18.7%

AA, AS Degree- %2 7%

Some college- FQ.W

HS or GED Deg.-

9 - 12 Years, No Deg.- 1.7%
Less than 9 Years- JJ.G%
Other- }7 1%

0% 10% 20% 30%
Percent

11.2%

Figure A3 Di stri buti on edutatonkewlpondent so

As seen in Figuré.3, the majority of respondents have at least some collegédftsrtbur
percent have two-yearcollege degree or higher.

TableA.5 shows that ninetgne percent of the respondents were white, the next highest race
category was.atino and Asianat 2.7% and 2.5% respectively general, the nolVhite
percentages of race are lower than what you would expect from the census.his mdue to

how the survey sample is split evenly between the five ODOT Regions. MesVhibes in

Oregon live in Region 1 which includes Portland, for instance 75% of Blacks live in Region 1.
Since Region 1 only makes up 20% of the survey samplaiitdier sampling minorities in

Oregon. Work is currently underway to determine the best way to address this issue while still
retaining the ability to conduct comparisons across survey years.
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Tabl e A. 5:

Race Percent
White 91.1
Black, African Am. 0.7
Asian 2.5
Native 2.2
Hawaiian 0.5
Latino 2.7
Other 0.3

Raees pondent so

Lastly, respondents were asked about their total houseltmcheén As shown in Tablg.6,

almost twethirds of them earned more than $50,000, while twenty percent earned less than
$35,000.There was a four percentage point decrease in the number of respondents who stated
they earned more than $100K compared to the last survey.

Table A. 6: R e bopsehold iecorhes 6 t ot al

$15K- | $25K- | $35K- | $50K- | $75K- | $100K- | $150K-
<$15K | $25K | $35K | $50K | $75K | $100K | $150K | $200K | >$200K
6 9.3 7.5 12.3 20 16 17.3 6.1 5.5
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APPENDIX B:






2020 Oregon Transportaton
Needs and Issues Survey

To be completed by the adult (age 18 or over) who has had the
most recent birthday in your household.

Information about this survey is in the letters you received.

Please return your completed survey in the pregpaid envelopeto:
Oregon State University
Survey Research Center
239 Weniger Hall
Corvallis, OR 973318574
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